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reduced to mere peasantry. Some of them were found
absolutely incompetent to exercise their powers, and
they were all deprived of their powers. [ Vide papers
regarding Keating's Classification and paper book
Privy Council in Hemchand v. Sakarlal ( 1936 X appeal
cases, p. 237.]

Now take the reverse. The total number of States
in The Imperial Gazetteer Vol. IV of 1907 is given as
693. But .the list for 1925 contains only 562 States,
the smaller figure for 1925 being due chiefly to the
reduction of States from 148 to 89 in Central India
Agency, from 52 to nil in Burma, and from 26 to 1 in
Assam. Even the powerful Rajas of Jodhpur, Bharat-
pur, etc., we find, show a history of variations in
their status that is startling.1

Further instances can be multiplied. It will thus
be seen that the statement that the Princes are an
imperial creation, is, in a very large number of cases
out of the total 562 that comprise Princely India, lite-
rally and historically true. But the statement is true
in another sense too. Pax Britannica has deprived the
States1 people of their 4 natural right to have capable
and vigorous rulers/ The system of rule obtaining
in the States today has neither the essential qualities
of autarchy nor the constitutional sanctions of the

1. * Even the powerful Rajas of Jodhpur and
Bharatpur etc. were called Zamindars by the Moghul
Government, down to the latest period, and we know
the nature of their tenures. They were bound to
attend in succession on the person of the Emperor at
the head of a fixed quota of troops, their own countries
were and are still subdivided into the lands of their
military retainers or Thakores or the revenue lands, on
the same principle that prevailed under the Hindu
Government in the Empire at large.' (A. Sterling: An
Account Statistical, Geographical and Historical of
Orissa proper or Cuttack.)